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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
1. Statement of the Problem 
Purpose of the study.-- During the summers of 1951 and 
1952, the Boston University School of Education conducted a 
Graduate Workshop in Elementary Education. The purpose of 
this Workshop was to train additional teachers to help relieve 
the shortage or elementary school teachers by .giving special 
training to carefully selected liberal arts and other college 
graduates. This study seeks to evaluate the effectiveness of 
this training program. 
Justification.-- It is important to know if the Workshop 
program has been effective in training successful classroom 
teachers. If the Boston University School of Education is to 
continue to use this method of training additional teachers to 
help relieve the shor.tage of elementary school teachers, it 
should have this information in order to determine what 
changes or improvements, if any, are necessary to increase the 
.effectiveness of the Workshop training. 
During the two years the Workshop has been in existence, 
.no attempt has been made to evaluate it objectively. Question-
naires returned by the pupils, the parents of the pupils, and 
the graduate students immediately after the completion of each 
u 
Workshop have expressed satisfaction with the project. How-
ever, these expressions of satisfaction were not based upon 
~ comparison with objective criteria. They were only individual 
opinions as to what each person felt the WorkShop had accom-
plished for himself. The pupils, it is reasonable to assume, 
based their opinions on how pleasant they found the Workshop. 
The parents of the children in all probability based their 
opinions on the enthusiasm shown by their children and on any 
improvements they noticed in them as far as their knowledge and 
skills were concerned. 
The graduate students based their opinions on the amount 
of training and new knowledge they had received at the Workshop 
Lacking previous teaching experience, except in a few instances 
they were not in a position to compare that training and knowl-
edge objectively with what their needs would be in actual 
classroom situations. Consequently, they were not fully qual-
ified to pass judgment on the merits of the Workshop program. 
This study is, therefore, justified in view of the fact 
that the questionnaires described above can in no way justify 
any conclusions concerning the effectiveness of the Workshop 
program. 
The writers.-- The writers of this paper were students at 
the workshop during the summer of 1952. One is now a full-
time graduate student at the Boston University School of 
Education; the other is a full-time fifth grade teacher. Both 
are working toward a Master 1 s degree in Education. Their 
acquaintance with the project and their personal interest in 
it contributed to their desire to attempt a study of the 
s~ccess of the program. 
2. The Workshop 
Backgro~nd.-- During the summer of 1950, a number of 
liberal arts graduates applied for admission to the Summer 
Session of the Boston University School of Education for the 
purpose of taking enough courses in educational subjects to 
qualify them as elementary school teachers. Because of the 
serious shortage of elementary school teachers, they were 
welcomed. Every effort was made to help them by enrolling 
them in those courses from which they might derive the greatest 
benefit. Some of these liberal arts graduates had already been 
hired by superintendents of various school systems with the 
understanding that final approval of their appointments would 
be withheld until they had taken summer courses in education. 
It was doubtless the feeling, or the hope, of the superintend-
ents that even though these prospective teachers might lack the 
usual well-rounded training expected of beginning teachers, 
their previous background, their temperaments and qualifica-
tions, and their sincere intentions would, together with some 
formal teacher training, enable them to perform satisfactorily 
e once on the job. 
As the number of applicants of this type increased, 
Dr. Donald D. Durrell, then Dean of the School of Education, 
I 
realized that they could no longer be handled on an individual 
basis and that their presence in large numbers in courses 
designed for experienced teachers was unwise. He realized, 
} 
however, that, in view of the ·need for elementary teachers, 
this source of recruits could not be ignored and that every 
effort should be made to exploit it. Conseauently, the Boston 
University Summer Session established a training center for 
specific purpose of serving the needs of these people. Mr. 
Harold B. Gores, Superintendent of Schools, Newton, 
Massachusetts, cooperated in the establishment of a. summer 
workshop, officially called the Graduate Workshop in Elementa.r 
Education, to run concurrently with the regular 1951 Summer 
Session at Boston University. The specific objective of this 
project was to help this group of liberal arts graduates a.tta. 
some degree of proficiency in working with elementary school 
children. 
The facilities and staff.-- The Newton School Department 
provided the facilities of the Underwood School, an elementary 
school in a. location easily accessible from Boston. Arrange-
ments were made for approximately 175 children from public, 
private, and parochial schools to attend classes on a. volunt 
basis five days a week, Monday through Friday, from 9:00 A.M. 
to 12:00 no?n, for six weeks. As far as possible, an equal 
41t/ number of children were enrolled for each grade level, from the 
kindergarten through the sixth grade, each group being assigne 
to the grade it was to enter the following September. The 
teaching staff, com~osed of highly qualified and successfUl 
classroom teachers, one fo·r each o.f the seven l.evels, was 
selected from the Newton Public School system by the :Boston 
University School (\l,f Education. Mr. All.an Acomb, principal ti>f 
the Underwood School, was appointed supervisor of the Workshop .. 
Its direct supervision was placed in his hands. The cost of 
the entire project -- materials, salaries, and a11 services -~ 
was borne by the University. 
Enrollment o·f graduate students.-- Emlroll.ment in the Wo,rk-
shop was limited to (1) college graduates who had contracts for 
teaching positions in the fa].l o.f the approaching school. year, 
but who had nc special preparation for elementary school. teach-
ing; (2) college graduates with superi(i)r records who possessed 
traits of' personality and character, qualities o.f leadership, 
and evidence of some type O·f successful experience with chil-
dren which gave promise of success as teachers; and (3) teach-
ers with one year 1 s experience who had not taken practice 
teaching in college. They received a concentrated six-week 
course in methods, subject matter, and p,ractice teaching. -In 
those cases where a student was not certain of the grade level. 
he could teach successfully, he was permitted to spend the firs1 
week observing the activities of the different classes before 
making a choice. 
The curriculum.-11'1 Mornings at the Workshop, frQm 9:00 A. M. 
to 1fu;OO noon, were spent in observing, working with, and teach-
, 
ing the children. A definitely planned progr~ was followed in 
5 
terms of the curriculum for each grade level. Emphasis was 
placed on the many phases of instruction and teaching which the, 
modern elementary teacher must be able to handle. The afternoo 
sessiQns, fr~ 1:00 P.M. to 3:30P.M., were devoted to group 
discussions between the individual groups o-f graduate students 
and their respective teacher~, and to lectures by the Workshop 
and University faculties. .An attem:pt was made t(i); cover the im-
:portant aspects of elementary teaching. Special attentio.n was 
given to lesson planning, the use of curriculum guides, child 
development through the elementary schoO;l ].lrogram, the keeping 
of cumulative records, use of the schoc;ll library and community 
resources, audio-visual aids, and adjusting the instruction to 
the individual needs of the children. A special. evening sessio 
provided students with an opportunity to' observe and take :part 
in a Parent-Teacher meeting. 
As a final project, each student was required to write pro 
gress reports on the children whose develo:pment he had been de-
tailed to· watch, the reports being sent home to the parents. 
Those students who had teaching positions for the fall were als 
required to prepare lesson plans for the first few weeks of 
school, using. the curriculum guides furnished by the systems in 
which they were to- serve. The others submitted papers on what-
ever phase of the elementary school and its curriculum they so 
~ desired, restricting themselves to the grade levels on which 
they had received their training. 
Opportunities for ~loyment.-- During the six-week 
6 
period, there were many opportunities for those graduate stu-
dents seeking positions to be interviewed by superintendents. 
These superintendents came to the Underwood School seeking 
candidates for the vacancies which existed in their school 
systems. A large number of students were thus placed. 
3. Analysis of the Problem 
if ..... 
,, 
: .. : .... ·-~~-· 
The aspect of the Workshop to be studied.-- The effective-
ness of the Workshop can be best determined not by attempting 
to evaluate the quality of the training it offered, but by 
studying the performance of those who received the training, 
that i-s, the Workshop graduates who are teaching. 
The scope of this studx.-- This study will be limited in 
its scope to two aims: (1) to determine if the performance of 
the Workshop graduates who are now in service is satisfactory; 
and (2) to learn how their performance compares with that of 
other beginning teachers who are graduates of teachers colleges 
and schools of education. The standards which the Workshop 
graduates must strive to attain are those which are expected of 
other beginning teachers who have received xhe regular four-
year training given by teacher training establishments. 
The data necessary for this study.-- The data necessary 
fOr this study consist of information and reports of an offi-
cial nature concerning the on-the-job performance of the Work-
shop graduates who are in teaching positions. 
The source of the data.-- The source of the data necessary 
fOr this study will be those persons who customarily are 
7 
7 
responsible for evaluating the performance of teachers -- the 
principals and/or superintendents under whom the Workshop grad-
e uates are now teaching. 
Collecting the data.-- The records of the Workshop gradu-
ates indicate that-they are teaching in widely scattered places 
in Massachusetts and other states. Personal interviews with 
the school administrators who must be contacted are, therefore, 
impracticable. Consequently, the most feasible way to collect 
the necessary data is by means of a written instrument, such as 
1/ 
a questionnaire. 
Characteristics of the questionnaire to be used.-- The 
questionnaire to be used in making this study should be so 
constructed as to insure a high percentage of returns. It 
~hould be short, preferably limited to a single page, concise, 
and easy to fill out. It Should not contain any questions 
asking for information not directly related to the purpose of 
this study or beyond its scope. It should be as objective as 
possible. Its form should be such that the information it con-
2/ 
tains may be easily and quickly tabulated.-
Distribution and collection of the questionnaires.-- The 
questionnaires are to be distributed through the mail. Each 
will include a stamped, self-addressed return envelope. 
1/B. R. BUckingham, nThe Questionnaire, 11 Journal of Educational 
Research (June, 1926), 14:54-58. 
2/For a comprehensive discussion of the use and construction of 
questionnaires, see nThe Questionnaire,u Research Bulletin of 
the National Education Association (January, 1930), 8:4-51. 
8 
Disposition of the data collected from the question-
naires.-- The data contained in the returned questionnaires 
are to be tabulated, studied, and conclusions drawn therefrom. 
The conclusions which may be drawn from the data.-- It is 
hoped that after the data contained in the returned question-
naires have been tabulated and studied it will be possible to 
draw definite conclusions concerning (1) the in-service per-
formance of the Workshop graduates and (2) how they compare 
with other beginning teachers who are graduates of teachers 
colleges and schools of education. Should the findings indi-
cate that they are performing satisfactorily and that they 
compare favorably with other beginning teachers, it may be 
concluded that the Workshop has been a contributing factor in 
their successful performance. If, on the other hand, the in-
formation shows that a significantly large number of the grad-
uates are not performing satisfactorily and that they do not 
compare favorably with other beginning teachers, it may be 
concluded that the Workshop has not succeeded in its purpose. 
The fault might lie with the way in which the applicants were 
selected for the program or with the course of study itself. 
It might also lie who.lly or partly with factors beyond the 
control of the Workshop. Though this study will not permit an 
exact diagnosis of the seat of the trouble, it will indicate in 
what general areas the unsuccessful teachers are weak, thus 
giving a hint of the phases of the Workshop training which re-
quire greater or special emphasis. 
r 
9 
4. Summary 
The Workshop.-- During the two summers (1951 and 1952) 
" that this program has been in operation, the Workshop has 
trained 160 graduate students, approximately 80 each year, for 
teaching positions in the elementary grades. Each summer, 
between 160 and 180 boys and girls of elementary age have spent 
a profitable and enjoyable six weeks at the school. Question-
naires returned by the gradu~te stu~ents, the pupils, and the 
parents of the pupils indicate almost complete satisfaction 
with the project. Their suggestions for changes, improvements, 
and additional services have been helpful. The Boston Univer-
sity School of Education does not, however, consider the Work-
shop a satisfactory substitute for the regular undergraduate 
training program. Though every effort has been made to insure 
high quality in the training it gives, it is a temporary 
emergency measure only. Its continued existence depends upon 
the seriousness of the teacher shortage and the willingness of 
superintende~ts to hire its graduates. It is, incidentally, a 
non-profit venture for the University, the income from the 
students' fees just covering the expenses incurred in its 
maintenance. 
Purpose of the study.-- This study is an attempt to survey 
the teaching success of the students who were trained in the 
Worksho·p program. The survey will be made by means of a 
questionnaire. 
/0 
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CHAPTER II 
SURVEY OF LITERATURE AND RESEARCH 
1. Intrcduction 
There have been no previous studies of the Boston Uni ver-
sity Graduate Workshop in Elementary Education. Consequently, 
research work beyond a discussion cf the Workshcp•s :purpose 
and the reasons for its establishment is not possible. How-
ever, the writers felt that because the problem of elementary 
teacher supply is of national rather purely l0cal concern, 
they should try to p·rovide a broad picture o.f the problem and 
of its underlying causes. 
2. The Surplus and Subsequent Sh<Drtage 
of Elementary Scho~l Teachers 
Fluctuati~s in teacher supply.-- A review of literature 
and research reveals the fluctuati(i),ns in teacher supply sin~e 
the beginning of the depression. R. H. Eliassen and Earl w. 
Anderson, individually and t0gether, have written a series of 
reports in the Educationa1 Research Bulletin which gives a 
very clear picture of the teacher surplus existing during the 
thirties and the shortage which developed immediately after · 1 
the outbreak cf World War II. In December, 1931, they stated: 
1/1 R H Eliassen and Earl W. Anderson, "Investigations of 
• • 9 tt Teacher Supply and Demand Reprted since November, 1 30, 
Educational Research Bulletin (December, 1931), 10:480. 
1.:i 
"Most Of the reports indicate an oversupply of 
teachers in the majority of high-school subjects, and 
several reveal that the elementary fields are becoming 
crowded with applicants for positions. The general pic-
ture as seen from the reports of these fourteen studies 
is that the profession of teaching is getting seriously 
and increasingly overcrowded." · 
An increase in placements was observed in 1934. They 
were due to vacancies which occurred, rather than to expanding 
1/ 
facilities.-
"During the year 1934, opportunities in teaching 
were materially better than had existed during the pre-
ceding three years. Reductions in staffs practically 
ceased. Many replacements were made in cities which 
previously had been absorbing vacancies •••• Turnover was 
increased, as resignations became more frequent •••• to 
marry and •••• to enter occupations more remunerative than 
teaching. This situation was true apparently throughout 
most of the country." 
The oversupply of teachers did not diminiSh, however. 
Despite the replacements which Anderson optimistically men-
tioned, he saw fit to add that "reasons for the reduced number 
of investigations may be that an oversupply of teachers is a 
"2/ generally accepted fact •••• 
Some reasons for the oversupply of teachers.-- The main 
reason for the oversupply of teachers is obvious. It was the 
'ij 
depression, which glutted the market as former teachers 
returned to the profession and as others attempted to enter it 
1/Earl w. Anderson, "Teaching Opportunities in 1934," 
~ducational Research Bulletin (February, 1935), 14:31. 
~· H. Eliassen and Earl W. Anderson, ttrnvestigations of the 
Teacher Supply and Demand Reported in 1934, 11 Educational 
Research Bulletin (March, 1935), 14:61. 
'ijAdelaide N. Baker, "Remedy for the Teacher Shortage,n The 
Survez (December, 1951), 87:531. 
;.,1__ 
1.2 
1/ 
because of its comparatively attractive wages. Among other 
reasons were the absorption of vacancies by increasing teacher 
~ loads, low standards of certification, a low birth rate, and 
the rapid growth of parochial schools. Eliassen and Anderson 
mention one city where the last reason applied in particular: 
"A·report on·the surplus teachers at Boston lists the rapid 
growth of parochial schools as one reason for the oversupply."~ 
Improvement in the elementary field.-- By 1936 the 
situation had improved somewhat in the elementary field: 2.1 
"The steady increase in opportunities which began in 
the summer of 1933 and continued through 1935 was apparent 
throughout most of the country •••• most of the improvement 
seems to have come about because an increasing number or 
persons left the profession and because the return of 
former teachers to the profession had ceased •••• The in-
crease in opportunity was not the same in all fields •••• 
more than 80 per cent of those in elementary education 
£obtaining positiong.n 
Teaching opportunities in 1938 continued poor on the 
secondary le·vel but continued to improve on the elementary 
!I level: 
nReports from most parts of the country for 1938 
indicate that the downward trend in the percentage placed 
exists rather generally and that for the most part the 
opportunities continue to be considerab~y greater in the 
so-called special fields than in the academic areas •••• 
yR. H. Eliassen and Earl W. Anderson, nA Summary of the Studies 
of the Supply and Demand in Teacher Training,n Educational 
Research Bulletin (November, 1930), 9:439-473. 
yuinvestigations of the Teacher Supply and Demand Reported in 
1934," op. cit., p. 64. 
~Earl W. Anderson, nTeaching Opportunities in 1935, 11 Educa-
tional Research Bulletin (March, 1936), 15:72-73. 
4/Earl W. Anderson, nTeaching Opportunities in l938,n 
~ducational Research Bulletin (March~ 1939), 18:68. 
j_3 
Elementary education •••• continued to be a field of 
excellent opportunity. tt 
Beginning of the elementary teacher shortage.-- The year 
1941 marks a turning po~nt in a decade of oversupply. 
1/ 
Eliassen and Anderson announced that: 
"A review of the studies for 1941 indicates the 
beginning of a new cycle in teacher supply and demand •••• 
there are indications that during the next few years 
shortages will exist in most teaching fields •••• Many more 
teachers of elementary school pupils are needed in most 
of the states.". 
They were not wrong, for their findings five years later 
v bear out their prophecy: 
"The critical shortage of teachers reported in 1945 
continued throughout 1946. There was increase in the 
number of emergency certificates issued; conditions be-
came worse, especially in the rural areas, all states ex-
cept Delaware and Texas reporting serious shortages of 
elementary teachers •••• By the year 1950, the increased 
birth rate during the war will have begun to establish 
new records in elementary school enrollment.u 
Increase in the number of elementary teachers being 
prepared.-- Though the number of elementary teachers graduating 
from training ins~itutions did not increase fast enough to fill 
the growing need, it was increasing. According to a report by 
t.he National Commission on Teacher Education and Professional 
Standards, nthe total number of teachers pr~pared Lf.n 194§.'7 was 
4?,846. By 1951-1952, the number had increased to 105,959. 
·The number of elementary teachers increased from 15,960 to 
yR. H. Eliassen and Earl W. Anderson, "Investigations of 
Teacher Supply and Demand in 1940 and 1941, tr 'Educational 
Research Bulletin (April, 1942), 21:96-9?. 
2/R. H. Eliassen and Earl W. Anderson, ttrnvestigations of 
'Teacher Supply and Demand Reported in 1946 1 " Educational · · Research Bulletin (March, 194?), 26-:·57. 
43,267, or an increase of 170 per cent." 
y 
Reasons for the teacher shortage·.-- In addition to the 
increased birth rate, Bancroft suggests other reasons for the 
2/ 
shortage of teachers:- · 
"There is no douht about the continuing shortage of 
elementary school teachers for the schools of the nation. 
Here are some of the most quoted explanations for the 
decrease in the number of teacher recru~ts: 
1. There are fewer boys and girls graduating from 
high school because of the low birth rate 15-20 
years ago. 
· 2. Economic conditions do not induce boys and girls 
to the long-range advantages of a profession 
against the immediate advantages of a good-paying 
job. 
3. The military defense program drains off an 
important percentage of potential candidates for 
teaching. 
4. The ·persistent, relatively low status of the 
teaching profession in both salary and prestige. 
5. The existence of so many scattered and apparent.ly 
inadequate recruitement programs." 
Blum, looking into the matter of why recruitement pro-
. y 
grams were not succeeding, reported: 
!/National Commission on Teacher Education and Professional 
standards, "Growing up Professionally, 11 Journal of Teacher 
Education (September, 1952), 3:222. 
2,/Roger W. Bancroft, nRecruitement for Elementary School 
Teaching," Journal of Teacher Education (September, 1952), 
3:193. 
~Lawrence P. Blum, nA Comparative Study of Students Preparing 
for Five Selected Professions Including Teaching," Journal of 
Experimental Education (September, 1947), 16:33. 
1.5 
nT.he problem of securing the right people consists of 
two parts -- recruitement and selection. By recruitement 
is meant 'selling' the profession to youth. This job has 
been done very inadequately in the past. 
A recent survey of 300 deans or American colleges and 
universities conducted by the New York Times fFebruary 16, 
194~, p. lgl shows that teaching is held in low esteem by 
college students •••• The consensus of the 300 deans of 
liberal arts colleges and graduate schools is that the 
following are the most important reasons that keep men and 
women out of the teaching profession. 
1. Poor salaries 
2. Community restrictions 
3. Community pressures 
4. Heavy teaching schedules 
5. Arbitrary school administrato~s 
6. Too many technical regulations covering certifi-
cation 
~. Inferior status of teachers in the community 
8. Lack of prestige among the professions.tt 
The problem of professional standard~.-- In regard to 
.1.1 
reason six given above, Baker 1 s remarks are of interest: 
. nBut when the /Iiberal art!7 placement offices tried 
to route some of thts promising material into the public 
schools they often met a maze of requirements that shut 
out not only those least equipped, but many of the most 
promising candidates •••• With more and more young people 
able to choose the wider educational experiences of the 
liberal arts colleges, the specific requirements became a 
bar to their certification for public school teaching.n 
The regulations and requirements were, of course, for the 
purpose of raising the standards of the profession and protect-
ing it from political and personal pressure. Their original 
1/Adelaide N~ Baker, op. cit., p. 531. 
)~ 
purpose had not been to. discriminate against liberal arts and 
other college graduates but to bar those who had little or no 
e educational preparation beyond high school from entering the 
profession. The National Commission on Teacher Education points 
11 
out that: 
n ••• it ~as been a common practice for the public to 
believe, and for the teaching profession to condone, the 
philosophy that in times of teacher shortage standards must 
be lowered to attract more people into teaching. 
It is possible that the lowering of professional 
standards will be brought about in an attempt to alleviate 
the teacher shortage. A lowering of standards will not 
accomplish this purpose, except temporarily, for, as the 
profession is degraded, young people will steer away from 
it.n 
It is doubtless true that the maintenance of professional 
standards has ~gravated the elementary teacher shortage. 
Observes Maul: 
"If available supply refers only to qualified teachers 
it stands in relation to demand as one is to five. If 
supply means no more than the number of persons willing to 
accept jobs without consideration of their fitness for the 
work to be done, then it probably follows that supply will 
always equal demand." 
The Journal of Teacher Education expresses the opinion 
that "to lower any existing standards •.• is to surrender our most 
~ precious gains." 
1(Growing up Professionally," op. cit., p. 217. 
~Ray C. Maul, How Many Teachers Do We Need? Pamphlet, 1952, 
National Commission on Teacher Education and Professional Stand-
ards, National Education Association of the United States, 
Washington, D. C., p. 3. 
~Journal of Teacher Education, "Acceleration: An Aspect of the 
Elementary School Teacher Shortage,tt Journal of Teacher Educa-
tion (March, 1952), 3:2. 
J7 
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The raising of professional standards.-- Professional 
standards are 1 however, being retained and raised, rather than y 
lowered. According to Maul: 
nwe entered 1946 with almost 600,000 elementary school 
teachers, with three-fourths of them lacking even minimum 
preparation •••. The upsurge of interest in the quality of 
the elementary school program since 1945 is, however, un-
paralleled in the history of the American school system. 
Six years ago Lin 194~ no more than 18 states gave any 
formal evidence of interest in the attainment of bachelor's 
degree status by their elementary school teachers. Today, 
no less than 33 states either maintain or have set future 
dates for this requirement to become effective." 
An estimate of present teacher demand.-- Baker has warned 
that ••the cry for ••• teachers is becoming so monotonous that 
'Y 
there is danger that it will fall on deaf ears." According 
. 3/ 
to a report by the National Commission:-
"In 1946, as we emerged from the war, the elementary 
school population was 20 million, a stable figure for many 
years. Today Ll9527 this elementary school group is 4 
million larger; in 1958 it will be 10 million larger • 
••• The total demand right now is for 160,000 qualified 
teachers •••• If we can meet this immediate demand for 
160,000 qualified elementary teachers we will then need 
100,000 per year until 195?, which is the year the children 
born in 1951 will enter the first grade. It seems fair to 
assume that the present birth rate of at least 3 l/2 
million children per year will continue. If so, the annual 
demand beyond 1957 will continue at 100 1 000 qualified 
elementary school teachers. If the immediate demand for 
l60,000 ••• is not fully met, then the year-to-year future 
demands will be correspondingly larger.n 
1JRay c. Maul, op. cit., p. 3. 
~Adelaide N. Baker, op. cit., p. 530. 
~ay c. Maul, op. cit., p. 2. 
3. Conversion Programs for the Preparation 
of Elementary School Teachers 
It is not within the scope of this study to examine the 
methods being employed by various institutions and state depart-
menta of education to help alleviate the shortage of elementary 
school teachers. The plan adopted by many is to train or con-
vert carefully selected liberal arts and other college grad-
uates, including those eligible for teacher certificates on the 
secondary level, who have either been solicited to take or have 
themselves applied for such training. ln some instances, emer-
gency teacher certificates are issued with the proviso that a 
certain number of hours in educational courses for the elemen-
tary level be taken within a specified time before the certifi-
cates be made permanent. In other instances, several weeks or 
even a semester or more of special training precede the issuance 
of temporary or emergency certificates. Following the comple-
tion of additional prescribed courses, permanent certificates 
are given out. 
4. Teacher Rating Scales 
Variety of teacher rating scales.-- There are a variety of 
ways in Which to evaluate or rate teacher performance. Letters, 
phrases, enumerations Of strengths and weaknesses, checklists, 
1/ 
or a co~bination of these methods are used.-
T/S. ~. Campbell, A Study of Rating Scales for Student Teaching, 
unpublished Master's Thesis, Boston University, 1942. 
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The problem of subjectivity in the use of rating scales.--
Regardless of differences in form, length, or the types of ques 
tiona asked, all teacher rating scales have one common pur-
pose -- to help in determining as clearly as possible the 
teaching efficiency of individual teachers. Some, because of 
superior design, are better able to do this than others. More 
important than design is the human element involved in their 
use. The principal or other administrator who rates his 
teachers must be as objective as possible. He must :follow 
consistently the same set of standards, whether they be lenient 
or strict, for his entire staff. There is no way to determine 
how much objectivity an administrator has maintained while 
using a rating scale. Personal feelings and prejudices can and 
sometimes do influence their thinking even when they are making 
every effort to be impartial and objective. 
Be this as it may, the efficiency rating given a teacher 
by a principal is usually accepted as being impartial and 
objective. It is assumed that the principal has first-hand 
knowledge of the teacher's performance and has based his rating 
thereon. It is safe to say that until an instrument is devised 
which rules out the last vestige ·of subjectivity-, reliance will 
continue to be placed on one kind or another of rating scale to 
determine a teacher's efficiency, and the principals or other 
administrators who do the rating will continue to be regarded 
1/ 
as the final judges in this matter.-
aits of Teachers,tt Educational Research 
__ J.l.t2.8L.__ 
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Youn& has this to say about ratings b~ school adminis-
1/ . 
trators :-
uNo one can say for sure just exactly how one may de-
termine the teaching efficiency of any teacher or group of 
teachers. There are many factors to be considered. Many 
of the studies which have been reported were based upon 
the general estimates of administrative officials. This 
method of evaluating teacher efficiency has been criti-
cized adversely on the ground that it yields a very sub-
jective and unreliable evaluation of the teacher's ability. 
The rating given to the teacher by the principals ••• 
was used as the criterion of teaching success. It is rec-
ognized that such ratings are: (1) more or less subjective, 
that is, dependent more on the .judgment of the principal 
than on objective evidence; and (2) relative to the partic-
ular school rather than on a statewide basis. This method 
assumes that the efficient t_eacher is the one judged to be 
so by his principal." 
Young does not, however, suggest any less subjective means 
of rating teacher performance. 
5. Qualities, Traits, and Characteristics 
Referred to in Teacher Rating Devices 
A wide variety of qualities, traits, and characteristics.--
Young points out that among the factors which contribute to 
successful teaching are uqualities which are too subtle for v-
accurate measurement. n Some of these qualities, among many 
others, are intelligence, emotional stability, scholarship, y 
character, and personality; self-control, poise, even temper, 
ljFrarik young, ttsome Factors Affecting Teaching Efficiency," 
Journal of Educational Research (May, 1939), 32:649. 
g/Frank Young, op. cit., p. 652. 
~Ibid., p. 651. 
e:l-/ 
and 
y 
personal qualities; emotional drives and 
2/ 
appreciation of the teaching profess.ion;-
an understanding and 
social adjust-
2./ 
ment, cultural background, and socio-economic background. 
The existence of long lists of aualities which may be con-
sidered in teacher rating is caused in part by the inclusion of 
terms which at first glance are so similar as to be almost 
synonomous -- such as se'lf-control, poise, and even temper, 
or intelligence, mental ability, intellectual acuity, and 
intellectual capacity. Nonetheless, fine shades of meaning do 
exist among and various interpretations are given to them. The 
great variety of vocabulary in all probability arises from the 
lack of definiteness in the field of education as to exactly 
what the important qualities are and an inability to describe 
them precisely. Barr wrote some time ago that: 
y 
"considering the importance of the teacher, there is 
a dearth of information about her and the qualities 
essential to success in teaching •••• 
In attempting to learn more about the teacher and the 
qualities essential to her success the writer has spent 
several years studying the literature and practices in the 
field. From an examination of these it would seem fair to 
draw four conclusions: 
1. There is little agreement among the workers in the 
field of education relative to the qualities 
!/Viola M. Bell, op. cit., p. 283. 
VJohn B. Stout, nDeficiencies of Beginning Teachers, n Journal 
of Teacher Education (March, 1952) , .3:46. 
3/A. S. Barr, "The Systematic Study of Teaching and Teaching 
Efficiency,n Journal of Educational Research (May, 1939), 
32:448. 
!(Ibid., p. 642-3. 
essential to success in teaching ••.. 
2. There is little agreement as to the amount of 
these qualities that the teacher should possess 
to be a. success in teaching •..• 
3. There is little agreement a.s to the relative 
importance of the qualities considered essential 
to success in teaching •••• 
4. That the qualities considered essential to succes 
in teaching are poo~ly defined •••• n 
Barr's four conclusions should not be construed to mean 
that confusion exists in the field of teacher·rating. Fa.r fro 
it. Each school system ha.s its own rating instrument. All 
that is required of it is that it accomplish what it wa.s 
designed to do. That it may or ma.y not agree with other 
rating devices in the relative importance it assigns to the 
many qualities, .traits, and characteristics which can be con-
sidered with reference to the rating of teacher efficiency is 
. . 1/ 
unimportant. Collins has stated: 
ttrt is difficult to isolate the traits [which are 
possessed by successful tea.cheri7 and measure them, but 
the teacher who is successfUl a.nd considered good by one 
judge is likely to be considered so by other judges, even 
though the correlation of these judges on the various 
traits is not high. 11 
Conversely, it is reasonable to assume that a teacher who 
is considered poor by one judge is likely to be considered so 
by other judges. 
A partial list of teacher qualities, traits, and charac-
teristics.-- The aspects of the teacher most commonly consid-
l/Freida. P. Collins, A Device to Evaluate the Individual Staff 
Member, Unpublished Master's Thesis, Boston University, 1952, 
p. 12. 
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ered in determining her efficiency are her personal qualities, 
professional qualities, classroom performance, her pupil prog-
~ ress and performance, and her participation in community activ-
ities. The following is a list or some or the qualities, 
1/ 
traits, and characteristics which may be considered:-
1. Personal qualities 
a. Industry, patience, perseverance 
b. Neatness, cleanliness, attractive personal appear-
ance 
c. Enthusiasm, spontaneity, inspiration, will-to-do 
d. Self-control, even temper, poise, emotional stabil-
ity 
e. Good judgment, discretion, intelligence, maturity, 
tact 
f. Health, energy 
g. Leadership, initiative, self-confidence 
h. Scholarship, refinement, voice, command of English 
i. Recreational and leisure interests 
j. Honesty 
k. Introspection 
2. Professional qualities 
a. Understanding or pupils, interest in pupils 
b. Evidence or professional growth 
}(Freida P. Collins, op. cit., p. 15. Carroll H. Leeds, 
A Second Validity Study of the Minnesota Teacher Attitude 
Inventory,n Elementary School Journal, (1951-1952), 52:400. 
Viola M. Bell, op. cit., p. 282-283. Frank Young, op. cit., 
p. 652. S. E. Camfrbell, op. cit., p. 91. Ruth Cunningham, 
"Group Discipline, 1 National Education Association Journal 
(January, 1949), 38:34-35. 
c. Attitude toward suggestions and criticism 
d. Ambition 
e. Optimism 
f. Sense of humor, propriety 
g. Voice, mannerisms, culture, breadth of knowledge 
h. Extra-curricular interests 
i. Methods, maintains interest 
j. Cooperation, helpfulness, loyalty, dependability 
k. Knowledge of subject matter 
l. Relations with colleagues 
m. Professional ethics and attitude 
n. Efficiency, adaptability, resourcefulness 
3. Classroom performance 
a. Promptness 
b. Attention to routine 
c. Maintenance of discipline 
d. Fairness, impartiality 
e. Preparation for class 
f. Skill in making assignments 
g. Adaption to pupil needs 
h. Use of supplementary materials 
i. Skill in directing study 
j. Creating a friendly atmosphere 
k. Establishing a feeling of security 
1. Exerting a stabilizing influence 
m. Developing pupil self-reliance 
t 
n. Understanding of pupil behavior problems 
o. Originality, aesthetic tone 
p. Use of various-instructional methods 
q. Evaluation of pupil progress 
r. Ability to select and organize material 
s. Ability to question 
t. Patience 
4. Pupil Performance 
a. Attention, interest, participation 
b. Attitude toward teacher 
c. General achievement, progress 
d. Self-discipline, self-management 
5. Community activities 
a. Participation in community activities 
b. Participation in community-school activities 
c. Ability to gain good will 
d. Impression on parents 
In 1948, Barr made a study of 209 teacher rating scales. 
From them he drew up a list of 200 traits and activities which y 
had a frequency of five or more. Practically all of the 
traits listed above were to be found in the list. Though the 
terms used differed, many of them were synonomous, so that 
their use in the same scale would be unnecessary repetition. 
1/A. s. Barr, ttThe Measurement and Prediction of Teaching 
Efficiency: A Summary of Investigation,n Journal of Experi-
mental Education (June, 1948), 16:213-214. 
6. Summary 
Teacher supply.-- A study of the literature and research 
~ on teacher supply has revealed that the large surplus of 
elementary school teachers which existed in the l930 1 s follow-
ing the start of the depression began to decrease by 1938. 
The years after 1941 saw the development of a serious shortage 
of elementary teachers. Despite emergency measures adopted by 
various teacher training institutions to train additional 
teachers, statistics indicate that if the school population 
continues to increase at the present rate, there is little 
likelihood of the teacher supply catching up with the demand. 
Recruitement and professional standards.-- Attempts to 
persuade more young people to enter schools of education have 
met with some success. The recruitement of liberal arts 
college graduates into the elementary field is a measure 
widely used to offset the shortage of elementary school 
teachers. It has been suggested that a step which might solve 
the problem, at least temporarily, would·be to lower profes-
sional standards, thus permitting poorly qualified and poorly 
trained persons to fill the breach. However, professional 
standards are being raised constantly throughout the country, 
so that there is little danger of such a drastic measure being 
adopted if the profession stands firm against outside pres~ 
sures. 
Evaluation of teacher performance.-- Rating scales of one 
kind or another are the devices most commonly used to eval-
uate teacher performance. Though these scales may be designed 
to insure the objectivity of the person doing the rating, it 
is impossible to erase completely all traces of subjectivity. 
Experience indicates that a teacher's performance will usually 
receive the same general evaluation. even when rated on a num-
ber of scales, regardless of the traces of subjectivity they 
may contain and regardless of the differences in importance 
they may attach to.the wide range of traits, characteristics, 
and qualifications which may be considered in the evaluation 
of a teacher. 
CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURE 
i. Introduction 
The questionnaire.-- The questionnaire used in this study 
was limited to a single page and included an introductory let-
ter to acquaint the recipient with the Workshop program and 
explain the purpose of this study. A rating scale in the form 
of a check list was deemed to be most suitable for the purpose 
of this study. This check list provided conciseness, required 
a minimum of space, was easy to fill out, minimized differ-
ences in interpretations of the questions, made the method of 
answering consistent, and facilitated tabulation of the data. 
Selection of the traits to be considered.-- The question-
naire could not contain more than a few items if it were to be 
short enough to insure a high percentage of returns. In order 
to eliminate those which were not essential, the writers 
decided that for the purpose of this evaluation they should 
limit themselves as much as possible to the terms which ap-
plied to the teacher in the classroom. The following excerpt 
from Barr persuaded them that their decision was justifiable: 
1/11 The Systematic Study of Teaching and Teaching Efficiency," 
op. cit., p. 634-44. 
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"There are present in the literature of education 
today two basically different approaches to the study of 
teaching ••• a static approach and the •.• functional or 
dynamic approach. In the static approach one measures 
such qualities as health, intelligence, professional 
knowledge, socialadjustment, and integration divorced 
from the activities of teaching •••• In the dynamic or 
functional approach one concerns oneself with the teacher 
in action, that is, in specific learning and teaching 
situations, and sooner or later the static qualities of 
the teacher do have to .be translated into specific action 
patterns." 
2. Drafting and Distribution 
of the Questionnaire 
The drafting of the questionnaire.-- The questionnaire 
which was used in gathering the information necessary for this 
study passed through several drafts before arriving at its 
final form. As each draft was drawn up it was submitted for 
evaluation to a graduate seminar composed of experienced ele-
mentary school teachers, principals, and superintendents to 
whom the background, purpose, and scope of the study had been 
explained. Each draft was revised on the basis of recommenda-
tions and suggestions made by the seminar. 
Obtaining sponsorship to increase the percentage of 
returns.-- Because of the interest the School of Education of 
Boston University had in this study of the Workshop, it agreed 
to permit the use of its stationery in the printing of the 
final copies of the questionnaire (see_ Plate 1, Appendix). 
Dr. Durrell volunteered to affix his signature to every form 
sent out. By these two measures the chances of a high per-
centage of returns were enhanced. 
y 
Obtaining a listing of the Workshop graduates.-- While the 
questionnaire was being drafted, steps were being taken to ob-
tain an up-to-date listing of the Workshop graduates. Before 
anything could be learned about how they were doing as 
teachers, it was necessary to know if they were teaching and, 
if so, where. Rather than depend on the records of the Work-
shop, which were neither up-to-date nor complete, it was 
decided that the best course of action would be to contact each 
graduate and secure the needed information directly from him. 
Mr. Acomb, principal of the Underwood School and supervis9r of 
the Workshop, offered his assistance. Double postcards were 
sent to all the graduates over his signature. His address was 
printed on the return portion of the card. It was felt that 
more returns would be received in this way than if the names 
of the students making this study ware used. 
The postcard (sa e Plate 2, Appendix) , asked for the 
following information: name and address of school where teach-
ing; names of principal and superintendent; whether fUll-time, 
part-time, or substitute teacher; present occupation if not 
teaching; permanent address; and full name. Responses came in 
quickly. A month after the cards were sent out, a follow-up 
(see Plate 3, Appendix), sent to those who had not yet answered 
succeeded in increasing the number of returns. 
Distribution of the questionnaire.-- As soon as the new 
1/ .. The Questionnaire, 11 op. cit., p. 14. 
listing of the Workshop graduates was made, copies of the 
questionnaire were filled in with the names of those who were 
teaching, were signed by Dr. Durrell, and were mailed to the 
principals of the schools concerned. A stamped envelope bear-
ing the return address of Dr. Durrell was enclosed with each 
form. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
The purpose of this chapter will be to report the findings 
of the questionnaire. 
The largest single problem faced in this study was the 
limited sample with which it was necessary to work. T.he sample 
was limited simply because only a very small number of people 
have thus far become graduates of the Underwood Workshop. 
Therefore it is wise to caution the reader at the outset that 
this study is not primarily intended to predict the future sue-
/ 
cess or failure of the Underwood experiment or of any program 
patterned after it. This study is basically an evaluation of 
the performance of Workshop graduates for the first two years. 
Post cards and letters were mailed to all 160 graduates of 
the workshop, 84 for the 1951 class and ?6 for the 1952 class. 
Sixty-five answers were received from the 1951 class and 69 
from the 1952 class, a total of 134. Of this number, a total 
of 115 were actively teaching, 58 from the 1951 class and 57 
from the 1952 class. The remaining 19 were not teaching for 
several reasons. Some had not been able to find jobs, some 
had decided not to teach, some had married, and others were 
working toward graduate degrees. Questionnaires were sent out 
concerning the 115 known to be teaching. The response was 
-3Y-
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extremely gratifying. A total of 10~ answers or 93 per cent y 
were returned. With such a high per cent of ~eturns, it is 
~ believed that this study presents a valid picture of the suc-
cess of the Workshop graduates now teaching. 
The first step in analysing the questionnaires was to 
break them down in as many practical ways as possible in order 
to present the opinions as reported on the questionnaires, in 
particular, and to try to answer the following questions: 
1. How good is the overall performance of the graduates? 
2. In what areas are the graduates weakest and strongest? 
3. How does the performance of the 1951 class compare 
with that of the 1952 class? 
4. Do weaknesses tend to diminish after the teacher gains 
actual working experience? 
5. Has the performance of the group been good enough to 
compare favorably with teachers trained elsewhere? 
6. Is there any difference in the performance of the 
teacher due to the grade in which he or she·is teach-
ing? 
All of the returns were analysed to give two statistical 
results. First, the number of answers to each question was 
recorded. Second, the percentage of answers to each question 
was computed. Percentages were determined for purposes of 
comparison since the number of samples in the various group-
1/Three more answers were received too late to be tabulated, 
making a total return of 110 of a possible 115. 
ings differs. 
In scoring the questionnaires, it was necessary in some 
cases to be arbitrary. Some of those answering made comments 
on certain questions. Since these comments did not conform 
with the rating categories on the form, it was necessary to 
score them as blanks. 
The tables on the following pages present the results of 
the tabulations. 
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The first,four tables show only the results obtained from 
questions one to ten since the method of rating differs in 
~ questions 11 and 12. 
Table 1 indicates the overall performance of the total 
Workshop group. On each of the 10 questions over 50 per cent 
of the graduates have been rated superior or good. The Work-
shop graduates rated 'highest and in order in teacher-adminis-
trator relations, dependability, and in promise of continual 
success. The lowest number of superior and good ratings were 
in pupil achievement, knowledge of methods, and ability to 
adjust instruction to individual needs. The highest percentage 
of poor ratings is found in knowledge of teaching methods and 
adjusting instruction to meet individual needs. The average 
total of good and superior for all 10 questions is 72.8 per 
cent. 
36 
i"-
~~ 
'J 
Table 1. Total Group -- Number of Answers and Percentage of Answers for Questions l-10 
- ---
Superior 
No Opp. No Good Average Poor to Obs. Answer· Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %· . .......... '~ 
( l) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) ( 6) ('7) ( 8) (9) ( 10) {ll) { 12) {13) (14) 
• Dependability •••••..•• 59 55.1 32 29.9 14 13.1 2 1.9 0 0 0 0 10'7 
• Teacher-administrator 
relations ••••••••.•.•• 58 54.2 41 38.3 -8 '7.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 10'7 
• Planning and organi-
za ti on . ............... 31 29.0 41 38.3 28 26.2 6 5.5 0 0 l 1.0 10'7 
• Knowledge and appli-
cation of teaching 
methods ••••••.•••••.••• 22 20.4 46 43.0 2'7 25.1 10 9.6 0 0 2 1.9 10'7 
• Knowledge of'subject 
matter .. .... ~ .......... 33 3Q.8 49 45.8 22 20.4 2 1.9 0 o. l 1.0 10'7 
• Success in working 
with children ••••••••• 35 32.'7 43 40.2 25 23.2 3 2.9 0 0 l 1.0 107 
~Discipline ••• ~ •••...•• 24 22.4 46 43.0 32 29.9 5 4.'7 0 0 0 0 10'7 
• Ability to adjust 
instruction to indi-
vidual needs of 
children ••.•••••••.••• 26 24 .. 3 42 39.2 24 22.4 12 11.2 3 2.'7 0 0 10'7 
• Pupil achievement ••••• 10 10. '7 52 48.6 26 24.3 4 3.8 8 '7.5 '7 6.5 10'7 
lO • Promise of continued 
success and improve-
ment . ................ • 40 3'7.6 50 46.6 10 9.6 0 0 l 1.0 6 5.6 10'7 
Total 338 31.5 442 41.3 216 20.2 44 4.1 12 1.0 18 1.'7 10'7 
-·----- --
- '---
-
e 
Table 2 indicates the performance of the 1951 class. As 
before, over 50 per cent of the teachers have scored either 
~ superior or good on all.lO questions. The total average per-
centage of good and superior is 76 per cent, slightly higher 
than that of the total group. It is indicated that this 
group's greatest strength is in teacher-administrator rela-
tions, dependability, and promise of future success; and they 
are weakest in pupil achievement, knowledge of teaching 
methods, and adjusting instruction to individual needs. The 
greatest percentage of poor ratings is in knowing and applying 
methods, and in adjusting their instruction. On the whole, 
the 195l.class has done better than the total group, scoring 
a larger percentage of superior in planning and organization, 
knowledge of teaching methods, knowledge of subject matter, 
discipline, and ability to adjust instruction to the indi-
vidual needs of children. 
~-) 
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Table 2. Total 1951 Group -- Number of Answe~s and Percentage of Answers for 
Questions 1-10 
--- --
Superior Good fi\verage Poor No Opp. No Total to Obs. Answer 
No. .~ No. % N'o. % No. % No.· % No. % 
{ 1} (2) ( 3) ( 4) (5) (6) (?l (8) (9) ( 10) (11) ( 12) (13 (14) 
1. Dependability ••••••••.• 30 55.5 15 2?.? 8 14.8 1 1.9 0 0 0 0 54 
2. Teacher-administrator 
re la tiona •••••.•••••.•• 2? 50.0 23 42.5 4 ?.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 54 
3. Planning and organi-
20 3?.0 19 35.2 11 20.4 za t 1 on • .................. 4 ?.5 0 0 0 0 54 
4. Knowledge and appli-
cation of teaching 
methods . .......•....... 17 31.5 21 38.8 9 16.7 5 9.3 0 0 2 3.7 54 
5. Knowledge of subject 
20 matter • ..........•.... • 3?.0 21 38.8 11 20.4 0 0 0 0 2 3.7 54 
6. Success in working 
with children •••••••••• 21 38.8 19 35.2 11 20.4 2 'ZJ.7 0 0 1 1.9 54 
7. Discipline •••••••••.••• 14 25.9 27 50.0 10 18.5 3 5.6 0 0 0 0 54 
B. Ability to adjust 
instruction to indi-
vidual needs of 
children ••••••••••••.•• 17 31.5 17 31.5 13 24.1 6 11.1 1 1.9 0 0 54 
9. Pupil achievement •••••• 7 12.9 27 50.0 13 24.1 1 1.9 1 1.9 5 9.3 54 
10. Promise of continued 
success and improve-
ment . .................... 20 3?.0 25 46.4 7 12.9 0 0 0 0 2 3.7 54 
Total 193 35.7 214 40.3 97 17.8 22 4.1 2 .4 12 2.2 540 
e e 
... 
Table 3 was constructed to show the performance of the. 
1952 class. Here again, well over half of the graduates have 
scored superior or good on all 10 questions. Their best 
scores, either good or superior, are in teacher-administrator 
relations, dependability, and promise of future success. The 
lowest percentage of high scores is pupil achievement, 
discipline, and knowledge and application of _teaching methods. 
Like the 1951 group, their greatest percentage of poor ratings 
is in ability to adjust instruction to the individual needs of 
children and in knowledge and application of teaching methods. 
The 1952 class rates somewhat lower than the total group. The 
total average percentage of superiors and goods for all 10 
questions is 70 per cent, while that of the total group is 
72.8 per cent. The percentage of superiors and goods is well 
below that of the total·group in planning and organization, 
knowledge and application of teaching methods, discipline, 
and pupil achievement. The percentage of superior ratings 
alone is well below the. whole group in the areas of planning 
and organization, knowledge and application of methods, 
knowledge of subject matter, success with children, discipline, 
adjustment of instruction, and pupil achievement. 
~~ ":::\-::~ 
Table 3. Total 1952 Group -- Number of Answers and Percentage of Answers for 
Questions 1-10 
No Opp. No Superior Good Average Poor to Obs. Answer 
No. % No. % No. % INo. Jlo No. ~ No. /6 ( 1) (2) (3) _(41 (5) ( 6) (17) I( 8) 9) ( 10) IC 11) ~U::) ( 13) 
1. Dependability •••••••••• 29 54.8 1'7 32.1 6 11.6 1 1.9 0 0 0 0 
2. Teacher-administrator 
relations ••••••••••.••• 29 54.8 20 3'7.8 4 '7.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3. Planning and organi-
zation .•........... -.... 10 18.9 23 43.4 17 32.1 2 3.8 0 0 1 1.9 
4. Knowledge and appli-
cation of teaching 
methods . ............... 4 7.6 26 49.0 18 34.0 5 9.4 0 0 0 0 
5. Knowledge_of subject 
12 matter ..•.. .........•.. 12 22.6 28 52.7 22.6 l 1.9 0 0 0 0 
6. Success in working 
with cbildren •••••••..• 13 24.6 25 47.2 13 24.6 l 1.9 0 0 l 1.9 
7. Discipline •••••••..•••• 8 15.2 21 39.6 22 41.4 2 3.8 0 0 0 0 
8. Ability to adjust 
instruction to indi-
vidual needs of 
children •. ............. 8 15.2 25 47.2 13 24.6 5 9.4 2 3.8 0 0 
9. Pupil achievement •••••• 3 5.7 25 47.2 13 241'6 3 5.7 '7 13.2 2 3.8 
10. Promise of continued 
success and improve-
ment . ......•........... 19 35.8 26 49.0 3 5.7 0 0 l 1.9 4 7.6 
Total 135 25.5 236 44.5 121 22.5 20 3.7 10 1.9 8 1.5 
- - --
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Tot~l 
( 14) 
53 
53 
5'3 
53 
53 
53 
53 
53 
53 
53 
... J~99 .. 
Table 4 was constructed to enable the reader to make an 
immediate comparison of the teaching success of both classes. 
It can~be seen that in every area but teacher-administrator 
relations, the 1951 class has a higher rating of superior than 
the 1952 class. It also places a smaller percentage of gradu-
ates in the average group. However, there is no appreciable 
difference in the percentage of either group which are rated as 
poor. Therefore, while the 1952 class was not rated superior 
in as many instances as the 1951 class, its performance is 
rated good in l~rge measure. 
It should be noted here that the last two questions: 
pupil achievement, and pro~ise of continued success and improve-
ment, contain a large number of blanks and spaces marked "no 
opportunity to observe," particularly in the 1952 class. This 
is conceivably due to the fact that the questionnaires were 
sent out in December, early in the school year, therefore 
giving the raters little time in which to observe and judge 
their teachers' standing. 
~~ ~~ 
Table 4. Comparison of the 1951 and 1952 Glasses Showing Number of Answers and 
Percentage of Answers for Questions 1-10 
--- ~--
--·----
Superior Good Average Poor No Opp. No to Obs. Answer Glass No. % No % No. % No. % No. % No. % (1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) (5 ( 6) ( '7) ( 8) (9) ( 10) 11) IC 12) (13) 1(14) 
1. Dependability •••••. 1951 30 55.5 15 2'7.'1 8 14.8 ·' J 1 1.9 0 0 0 0 
................... 1952 29 54.8 1'7 32.1 6 11.6 1 1.9 0 0 0 6 
2. Teacher-adminis- 1951 2'7 50 .o 23 42.5 4 '7.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
trator relations ••• 1952 29 54.8 20 3'7.8 "4 '7.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3. Planning and 1951 20 3'7.0 19 35.2 11 20.4 4 '7.5 0 0 0 0 
organization ••••••• 1952 10 18.9 23 43.4 1'7 32.1 2 3.8 0 0 l 1.9 
4. Knowledge and 
1951 1? application of 31.5 21 38~8 9 16.? 5 9.4 0 0 2 3.'7 
teaching methods ••• 1952 4 '7.6 26 49.0 18 34.0 5 9.4 0 0 0 0 
5. Knowledge of 1951 20 3'7.0 21 38.8 11 20.4 0 0 0 0 2 3.? 
subject matter •••.• 1952 12 22.6 28 52.'7 12 22.6 1 1.9 0 0 0 0 
6. Success in working 1951 21 38.8 19 35.2 11 20.4 2 3.'7 0 0 1 1.9 
with children •.•••• 1952 13 24.6 25 4?.2 13 24.6 1 1.9 0 0 1 1.9 
'7. Discipline ••••••••• 1951 1_4 25.9 2'7 50.0 10 18.5 3 5.6 0 0 0 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1952 8 15.2 21 39.6 22 41.4 2 3.8 0 0 0 0 
8. Ability to adjust 
instructlon to 
individual needs 1951 1'7 31.5 1'7 31.5 13 24.1 6 11.1 1 1.9 0 0 
of children ••.••••• 1952 8 15.2 25 4'7.2 13 24.6 5 9.4 2 3.8 0 0 
9. Pupil achievement •• 1951 '7 12.9 2'7 50.0 13 24.1 1 1.9 1 1.9 5 9.3 
.................... 1952 3 5.'7 25 4'7.2 13 24.6 3 5.'7 '7 13.2 2 3.8 
10. Promise of con-
tinued success and 1951 20 3'7.0 25 46.4 '7 12.9 0 0 0 0 2 3.'7 
improvement •••.•••• 1952 19 35.8 26 49.0 3 5.? 0 0 l 1.9 4 '7.6 
~ 
--
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Total 
( 15) 
54 
53 
54 
53 
54 
53 
54 
53 
54 
53 
54 
53 
54 
53 
54 
53 
54 
53 
.54 
53 
Tables 5 and 6 are a compilation of the answers to ques-
tiona 11 and 12. The answers to these questions are considered 
by the authors to be the most meaningful of the questionnaire. 
These questions go beyond the actual scope of this paper. 
While the first 10 questions were primarily intended to deter-
mine the performance of the graduates, these two questions 
were, in addition, intended to measure, in some degree, the 
success of the Workshop program. 
Question 11 was placed on the questionnaire chiefly for 
one reason. While the first 10 questions rated the teacher in 
particular areas, there was no sure way of determining an over-
all rating from these questions. Poor performance in some 
areas might be offset, in the judgment of the rater, by supe-
rior performance in other areas.· Conversely, superior ability 
of one sort might not compensate for other shortcomings. This 
question, therefore, enabled the rate:t> to pass on the teacher's 
overall ability. To some degree, this question also determined 
whether any deficiency of extended training seriously handi-
capped the Underwood graduates. 
Question 12 was included chiefly to compare the Workshop 
graduates with teachers who had received more extensive train-
ing. From these comparisons, some idea could be obtained of 
the. relative effectiveness of the teachers trained by the 
Underwood Workshop. 
Tables 5 and 6 enable the reader to determine the standing 
of the whole group on the two questions. It is also possible 
to compare the two classes with one another and to compare 
each class with the whole group. 
Table 5 indicates that a large majority of the graduates 
have been successful in teaching. Both classes have an almost 
equal percentage, at present, considered satisfactory. The 
1952 class has a slightly larger percentage now considered to 
be unsatisfactory. 
Table 6 indicates that both classes have a large number 
of members whose teaching is judged better than that of 
'-
teachers receiving more training. The 1951 class has a much 
larger number with a rating of better than the 1952 class. 
However, nearly half of the 1952 class is rated as good as 
other teachers and almost 80 per cent are considered as good 
or better. 
By comparing ~ables 5 and 6, it is obvious that even thougl 
many of the Workshop graduates are not rated as being as good 
as other teachers,· approximately three fourths of the group 
with that rating are judged satisfactory. 
A great many blanks are scored on questions 11 and 12. 
This is due to the fact that many principals did not answer one 
or both of the questions, and also because many of the answers 
given on the rating Sheets were qualified and had to be scored 
as blanks. Some principals indicated that it was too early in 
the year for them to honestly answer these questions. 
Table 5. Comparison of the 1951 and 1952 Classes Showing 
Number and Percentage of Answers to Question 11 
Has This Teacher's Performance Been Satisfactory? 
Yes No No Answer 
Class No. % No. "% No. % Total 
_( 1) (2 ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) (6) 71 (8) 
1951 •••• ••··•·••• 45 83.3 2 3.7 7 13.0 54 
1952 • ............ 46 86.8 4 7.5 3 5.7 53 
Combined classes. 91 84.8 6 5.6 10 10.'7 10'7 
~ Table 6. Comparison of the 1951 and 1952 Classes Showing 
Class 
( 1) 
Number and Percentage of Answers to Question 12 
In Your Opinion How Does This Teacher Compare with 
Othe.r Beginning Teachers who are Graduates of 
Teachers' Colleges and Schools of Education? 
Not 
Better Same as Good No Answer 
No ·% No. Yo No. % No. % Total (2 ( 3) ( 4) (5 (6 l '7) _(_8) 19) (101 
1951 ••••••••••••• 24 44.5 15 2'7.8 12 22.2 3 5.5 54 
1952 •. ........... 16 30.1 26 49.0 8 15.1 3 5.8 53 
Combined classes. 40 37.2 41 38.0 20 19.4 6 5.6 107 
.v In the following 16 tables, 7 A-H, and 8 A-H, 8 of the 
first 10 questions were broken down by question, class, and 
grade. This breakdown was made to show the grade placement of 
the graduates, to compare the performance of the graduates by 
question, class, and grade; and to determine whether teachers 
in certain grades (particularly the primary grades) were 
affected adversely by the limited nature of their training. 
It was also hoped that the areas in which the teachers in these· 
grade were deficient (if deficient) would also become apparent. 
Since it was decided that dependability and teacher-
administrator relations wbuld not be affected by grade place-
ment, these two questions have not been broken down by grade 
and class. _In addition, many of the graduates are not included 
in these tables. Many, teaching on junior high school level, 
are teaching subjects to two or more grades, thus making it 
impossible to include them in a grade placement. Only two 
people from the 1951 class and one person from the 1952 class 
are teaching kindergarten. Several more graduates are engaged 
in a special capacity such as· building assistant or remedial 
reading teacher. It was thus necessary to limit the sampling 
to teachers of grades one through six. Teachers of combina-
tions in these grades are grouped with the higher of their two 
grades. There are 47 in the 1951 group and 45 in the 1952 
group. 
yTables 7 A-H refer to the 1951 graduates and Tables 8 A-H 
refer to the 1952 graduates. 
Tables .7 A and 8 A. Planning and Organization 
Almost every grade in both groups had over 50 per aent 
4lt saoring superior or good on this question. No pattern is 
evident that would indiaate that any grade is defiaient in 
this area with the possible exaeption of both grade two groups 
and the 1~52 grade one group. Both fifth grades have the 
highest peraentage of poor ratings. 
J./R 
48 
t!J 
49 
e Table 7 A. Performance by Grade of the 1951 Class on Question 3,;, Planning and Organization 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp • No Total 
to Obs. Answer 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % ( l) ( 2) _(3} ( 4) (5) { 6) ( 7} ( 8) (9) ( 10) {11) ( 12) {13 {14) 
6 •••• 3 33.3 3 33.3 3 33.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 
5 • ..• 3 42.8 1 14.3 2 28.6 l 14.3 0 0 0 0 7 
4 .... 4 44.4 3 33.3 2 22.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 
3 • .•• 6 50 .o 4 33o3 2 16.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 
2 •..• 2 50.0 0 0 2 50 .o 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
1 . ... 1 16.6 5 83.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
.. 
Table 8 A. Performance by Grade of the 1952 Class on Question 3, Planning and Organization 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp. No rotal to Obs. Answer 
. No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No • % 
( 1) ( 2) ( 3_) ( 4) ( 5) ( 6) ( 7) ( 8) (9) ( 10) 1{11) (12 ll3 ( 14) 
6 • •.• 2 40.0 2 40.0 l 20.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
5 • ..• l 7.7 8 61.5 3 23.1 1 7.7 0 0 0 0 13 
4 ••• • 3 27 •. 3 5 45.4 2 . 18.2 1 9 .. 1 0 0 0 0 11 
3 • .•• 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3 b 0 0 0 0 0 3 
2 •••• 1 16.6 l 16.6 3 50 .o 0 0 0 0 1 16.6 6 
1 . ... l 14.3 2 28.6 4 57.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
e 
Tables 7 B and 8 B. Knowledge and Application of Teaching 
Methods 
Again no discernible grade pattern is evident here. 
Every grade group scored 50 per cent or better in superior or 
good ratings. However, the overall ratings are not as high as 
on some of the other questions. While neither class shows any 
excess of superiors and goods over the other, the 1951 class 
has a much larger percentage of superior ratings in every grade 
level. The fifth and second grade groups in both classes 
and the 1952 first grade group rate the lowest. 
' 
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e Table 7 B. Performance by Grade of the 1951 Class on Question 4, Knowledge and Application of Teaching 
Methods 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp. No Total 
to Obs. Answer 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % ( 1) { 2) ( 3) (4} (5) 161 ( 7) (8) ( 9) ( 10)" lll) (12 {13) (141 
6 • ••• 2 22.2 4 44.4 2 22.2 l ll.l 0 0 0 0 9 
5· • .... 3 42.8 1 14.3 l 14.3 2 28.6 0 0 0 0 7 
4 . ... 2 22.2 4 44.4 2 22.2 .l ll.l 0 0 0 0 9 
3 •• ... 4 33.3 6 50.0 l 8.3 0 0 0 0 l 8.3 12 
2 •. ~. 2 50.0 0 0 2 50 .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
l . ... 2 33.3 4 66.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
Table 8 B. Performance by Grade of the 1952 Class on Question 4, Knowledge and Application of Teaching 
Methods 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp. No r.rotal to Obs. ·Answer 
No. ~. No. 1Q No. % No. % No. % No. % { l) ( 2) (3) ( 4) .(5) _(61 ( 7) (B) (9) JlOl llll (12 (13) {14) 
6 •. •. l 20.0 3 60 .o 0 0 l 20.0 0 0 0 0 5 
5- ••• • 0 0 7 53.8 6 46.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 
4 •• •• 2 18.2 6 54.5 2 18.2 l 9.1 0 0 0 0 ll 
3 •• •• 0 0 2 66.6 l 33.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
2. ~ .. 0 0 3 50.0 2 33.3 l 16.6 0 0 0 0 6 
l . ... 0 o. 2 28.6 5 71.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
e 
Tables 7 0 and 8 C, Knowledge of Subject Matter 
On this question, all grade groups placed at least half 
and in most cases considerably more than half of their members 
in the superior or good category. In every grade but the 
sixth, the 1951 class had more members considered superior. 
Only the second grade of the 1952 class had any rated as poor. 
~~ 
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e Table 7 C. Performance by Grade of the 1951 Class on Question 5, Knowledge of Subject Matter 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp. No Total 
to Obs. Answer 
No. ~ No. % No. % No. % No. ~ No. % ( 1} (21 (3) {4) (5)_ _{6)_ 1?1 {81 .< 9)_ 110) (11) (12 {13 (14) 
6 •••• 3 33.3 5 55.6 1 11.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 
5 •••• 2 28.6 3 42.8 2 28.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
4 •••• 4 44.4 3 33.3 2 22.2 o. 0 0 0 0· 0 9 
3 •••• 6 50.0 4 33.3 2 16.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 
2 • ... 1 25.0 l 25.0 2 50.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
l .... 2 33.3 3 50.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 l 33.~ 6 
Table 8 c. Performance by Grade of the 1952 Class on 
. Question 5, Knowledge of Subject Matter 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp. ·No Total to Obs. Answer 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. ~ 
( 1) (2) { 3) I{ 4) ( 5) ( 6) ( ?) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13 {141 
6 •••• 3 60.0 l 20.0 l 20.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
5 •••• 2 15.4 7 53.8 4 30.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 
4 .. .. 2 18.2 7 63.6 2 18.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 
3 •••• l 33.3 l 33.3 1 33.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
2 •••• l 16.6 3 50.0 l 16.6 1 16.6 0 0 0 0 6 
l .... 0 0 4 57.1 3 42.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 .., 
e 
Tables 7 D and 8 D, Success in Working with Children 
There again appears to be no apparent grade differential. 
While at least half of all grade and class groups were consid-
ered superior and good, the 1951 class in all grades but the 
sixth had considerably more superior ratings. All grades but 
the second in the 1952 class had more people considered only 
average. On the other hand, only the fifth and sixth grades 
of the 1951 class had any teachers rated as poor. 
;;~;:: ~,,,;) 
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e Table '7 D. Performance by Grade of the 1951 Class on Q.uestion 6, Success in Working with Children 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp. No Total to Obs. Answer 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
( 1) { 2) (3) {4) (5) -{ 6) ('7) ( 8) (9) 1101 111) ( 12) ll3) ( 14) 
6 •••• 1 11.1 6 66.'7 1 ll.l l ll.l 0 0 0 0 9 
5 •••• 2 28.6 3 42.8 l 14.3 l 14.3 0 0 0 0 .,., 
4 •••• 5 55.5 0 0 4 44.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 
3 •••• 5 41.'7 6 50.0 1 8.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 
2 •••• 2 50.0 0 0 2 50.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
l .... 3 50.0 3 50.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
Table 8 D. Performance by Grade of the 1952 Class on 
Question 6, Success in Working·with Children 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp. No Total to Obs. Answer 
No. % No~ % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
( 1) i (2) (3) I< 4) ( 5) 1-( 6) ( '7) { 8) (9) {10) (11) (12) (13) { 14) 
6 •••• 3 60.0 1 20.0 1. 20.0 0 0 0 .• 0 0 0 5 
·5· •••• l '7.'1 9 69.2 3 23.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 
4 •••• 4 36.4 2 18.2 5 45.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 
3 •••• 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
2 ••• 4 2 33.3 2 33.3 2 33.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
1 •.•• 1 14.3 5 '71.4 1 14.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 '1 
e 
Tables ? E and 8 E, Discipline 
On this question, not all or the grade groups had at least 
50 per cent rating superior or good. Both second grade groups 
and the 1952 class's third grade group ranked considerably 
below this mark. While neither class seems to place more mem-
bers in the superior classification, the 1952 class, on every 
grade level, has more teachers rated as only average. 
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e Table 7 E. Performance by Grade of the 1951 Class on 
Question 7; Discipline 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp. No Total to Obs. Answer 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. ~ No. % 
( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) ( 6) -(7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 
6 •••• 1 11.1 7 77.8 1 11.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 
5 •••• 2 28.6 4 57.1 1 14.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
4 •••• 3 33.3 2 22.2 3 33.3 1 11.1 0 0 0 0 9 
3 •••• 3 25.0 '7 57.3 2 16.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 
2 •••• 1 25.0 0 0 2 50.0 1 25.0 0 0 0 0 4 
1 ••.• 4 66.7 2 33.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
Table 8 E. performance by Grade of the 1952 Class on 
~estion 7, Discipline 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp. No Total to Obs. Answer 
No. % INo~ % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
{1) { 2) { 3) I( 4) ( 5) ( 6) (7) ' ( 8) 19-J 110) 1(11) 112) 1{13) (14) 
6 •••• 2 40.0 1 20.0 2 40.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
5 •••• 1 7.7 8 61.5 4 30.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 
4 •••• 1 9.1 5 45.4 5' 45.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 
3 •••• 1 33.3 0 0 2 66.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
2 •••• 1 16.6 1 16.6 4 66.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
l •.•. 1 14.3 3 42.9 3 42 .. 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
e 
Tables 7 F and 8 F, Ability to Adjust Instruction to the 
Individual Needs of Children 
Again, not all of the groups have received a rating of 
superior or good for at least half of their members. Both 
second grade groups fall below that mark. In all but the third 
grade, the 1951 class has a considerable lead over the 1952 
class on superior ratings. Both second grades have the largest 
number of average ratings. The fifth and second grades in the 
1951 class have the largest percentage considered poor. 
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e Table "7 F. Performance by Grade of the 1951 Class on Question 8, Ability to Adjust Instruction to the 
Individual Needs of Children 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp • No Total 
to Obs. Answer 
No. %_ No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % (l) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) ( 8) 19) (10 (ll) (12) (13) ( 14) 
6 •••• 2 22.2 4 44.4 2 22.2 l 11.1 0 0 0 0 9 
5 • ... 2 28.6 2 28.6 l 14.3 2 28.6 0 0 0 0 7 
4 . ... 3 33.3 2 22.3 4 44.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 
3 •••• 6 50.0 4 33.3 2 16.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 
2 ... . 0 0 l 25.0 2 50.0 l 25.0 0 0 0 0 4 
l . ... 4 66.7 l 16.6 0 0 0 0 l 16.6 0 0 6 
Table 8 F. Performance by Grade of the 1952 Glass on Question 8, Ability to Adjust Instruction to the 
Individual Needs of Children 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp. No Total to Obs. Answer 
~. ~-""--"' 
No. % No,., % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
( l) (2) (3} {4J ( 5)_ (61 {7) { 8_) {9) {10 {lll (12) __0.3) (14) 
6 • ••. l 20.0 3 66.0 0 0 l 20.0 0 0 0 0 5 
5 •••• l 7.7 8 61.5 4 30."7 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 
4 •. •• 4 36.4 2 18.2 2 18.2 2 18.2 l 9.1 0 0 11 
3 •• •• 0 0 2 66.6 0 0 0 0 l 33.3 0 0 3 
2 •• ... l 16.6 l 16.6 3 50.0 l 16.6 0 0 0 0 6 
l . ... 0 0 6 85.7 l 14.3 0 0 o· 0 0 0 "7 
e 
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Tables ? G and 8 G, Pupil Achievement 
As it was previously noted, many teachers, especially in 
the 1952 class, were not graded on this question. Every grade 
with the exception of the 1952 fifth grade g~oup rated 50 per 
cent or higher, superior or good. With the exception of the 
sixth and second grades, the 1951 class had a higher number 
considered superior but few grades, especially in the 1952 
class, had any appreciable number placed in this category. 
Collectively, the fifth and second grades of the two classes 
placed the largest number of teachers in the average classifi-
cation. While the performance of none of the grade groups of 
the 1951 class was considered poor, some of the teachers in the 
sixth, fourth, and second grades of the 1952 class received a 
poor rating. 
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e Table '7 G. Performance by Grade of the 1951 Class on Question 9~ Pupil Achievement 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp .. No Total to Obs •. Answer 
No. % No. % No. % No. ~ No. % No. % ( 1) {2) (3) ( 4) ( 5) _( 6) ( 7) ( 8) (9) (10 (11) (12 {13) (14) 
6 •••• 1 11.1 5 55.5 3 33.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 
5 •••• 2 28.6 3 42.8 2 28.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
4 •••• l 11.2 8 88.8 0 0 o. 0 0 0 0 0 9 
3 •••• 3 25.0 6 50.0 2 16.6 0 0 0 0 l 8.3 12 
2 •••• 0 0 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
l •... 0 0 4 66.7 0 0 0 0 l 16.6 1 16.6 6 
Table 8 G. Performance by Grade of the 1952 Class on 
Question 9, Pupil Achievement 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp. No Total to Obs. Answer 
No. % No. .~ No. % No. % No. _% No. % 
( 1) (2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) ( 6) ('7) ( 8) (9) (10 (ll) {12' l13) ( 14) 
6 •••• 2 40.0 2 40.0 0 0 l 20.0 0 0 0 0 5 
5 •••• 0 0 6 46.2 4 30.'7 0 0 2 15.4 l 7.t"J 13 
.. , .... 0 0 .6 53.5 2 18.2 1 9.1 2 18.2 0 0 ll 
3 •••• 0 0 0 0 l 33.3 0 0 l 33.3 l 33.~ 3 
2 •••• 0 0 2 33.3 2 33.3 l 16.7 l 16.7 0· 0 6 
l .... 0 0 4 57.1 3 42.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 .,., 
e 
Tables ~ H and 8 H, Promise of Continued Success and Improve-
ment 
On this question, all groups obtained a high percentage of 
superior and good marks. There is no discernible difference in 
the superior and good performances of either group. The future 
performance of no one was predicted as poor. More 1951 grad-
uates were rated average, the highest average percentages being 
in the second, first, and fifth grade groups. The highest 
number together rating average were found to be in the second 
grade groups. 
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e Table '7 H. Performanae by Grade of the 1951 Class on Question 10, Promise of Continued Suaaess and 
Improvement 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp. No Total 
to Obs. Answer 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
(1) ( 2) (3) (4) ( 5) ( 6) (7) (8) { 9-) (lOT IC11T (12) (13) (14) 
6 •••• 2 22.4 6 66.7 1 11.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 
5 •.•• 2 28.6 3 42.8 2 28.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 '7 
4 ...• 4 44.4 4 44.4 1 11.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 
3 •. .. 6 50 .o 5 41.'7 1 8.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 
2 • ••• 1 25.0 1 25.0 2 50.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
l .... 3 50 .o 0 0 2 33.3 0 0 0 0 1 16.6 6 
Table 8 H. Performanae by Grade of the 1952 Class on 
Question 10, Promise of Continued Suaaess and 
Improvement 
Grade Superior Good Average Poor No Opp. No rrotal 
to Obs. Answer 
No. % No. % No. % No •. % No. % No. -~ 
_{ 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) { 5) ( 6) ( '7) ( 8) (9) {10) 1(11) {12 (13) ( 14) 
• 6 •••• 3 60.0 1 20.0 1 20 .o 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 
5 •. .. 4 30 .'7 8 61.6 0 0 0 0 1 '7.7 0 0 13 
4 •••• 4 36.4 5 45.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 18.2 11 
3 •••• 2 66.6 1 33.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 
2 ••• • 2 33.3 3 50.0 1 16.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 
1 .. .. 1 14.3 6 85.'7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 
e 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS 
The data has revealed that most of the liberal ~rts grad-
uates who participated in the Underwood Workshop have done a 
satisfactory job in their first and second years of teaching. 
Eighty-four per cent have been considered satisfactory as 
opposed to only five per cent being considered unsatisfactory. 
Although the satisfactory performances far outnumber the 
unsatisfactory ones, some weaknesses have been revealed. Both 
classes seem weakest in knowledge and application of teaching 
methods, ability to adjust instruction to the individual needs 
of children, and pupil achievement. The 1952 class also shows 
some tendency toward weakness in discipline. The fact that 
soma weakness manifests itself in these areas should not be 
construed-as meaning that the teachers have been lacking in 
their performances. Actually performance in these areas has 
been very good except when measured against the better showings 
in other areas. The dependability of the group is very high 
and relations with administrators are excellent. A large 
majority have given promise of continued success and improve-
ment. 
The conclusions, therefore, must be that the Workshop 
graduates have proven satisfactory and, though there are certair. 
weaknesses, these weaknesses are not so pronounced as to 
handicap the performance Of most of the teachers. 
By comparing the ratings of the two classes it can readily 
be concluded that there was a large improvement in the 1951 
class with experience. There are few appreciable differences 
in the number of poor ratings of both classes. A small per-
centage of the 1951 class were rated as average. There is not 
too much difference in the combined good and superior ratings 
of either group. However, in every category but teacher-
administrator relations, the 1951 group has a much greater 
number of people considered superior. 
In concluding whether weaknesses tended to be ironed out 
with experience, it is reiterated that the weaknesses of both 
classes are essentially the same: knowledge and application of 
teaching methods, ability to adjust instruction to meet the 
individual needs of children, and, to some extent, discipline. 
These weaknesses do have a tendency to diminish with experience. 
Experience has little or no effect on such traits as dependa-
bility. 
Although there is a very slight indication that the teach-
ers in grades two and five are experiencing some difficulty, 
there is not enough evidence to conclude any particular grade 
presents any special difficulty. 
The Underwood graduates are unique in that they stepped 
into a profession in which four years training is usually 
considered necessary. They hoped to compete successfully with 
people whose teacher training far exceeded their own. There-
bs-
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fOre the most paramount question to be answered was whether 
these people, even though satisfactory, could compare with 
those with more training in the field of education. 
The people attending the Workshop were a very heterogene-
ous group. Their only similarity to one another was that they 
were all high ranking college graduates with previous experi-
ence with children. Although there were some with a teaching 
background, the vast majority were liberal arts graduates with 
no teaching experience. Those rew who had done previous teach-
i~g had done so on a secondary level. Bearing these facts in 
mind, the conclusion is that the Underwood classes have more 
than held their own in competition with teacher college and 
school of education graduates. Credit for this should go to 
the Workshop and the teachers themselves. A great many prin-
cipals noted that they thought very highly of both the aims of 
the Workshop and the personal characteristics of its graduates. 
Summary.-- The sum of the conclusions of this paper are 
briefly these. The Underwood WorkShop graduates have proven 
themselves able beginning teachers. Though some of the grad-
uates tend to have difficulty initially with some teaching 
skills, the difficulties diminish with experience. 
An indirect conclusion might also be reached. The Work-
shop has proved to be a worthwhile experiment and a valuable 
contribution toward alleviating the present teacher shortage. 
tlo'. 
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Suggested Research 
1. A comparative study of four year school of education 
graduates and the Underwood Workshop students, using 
this or a similar questionnaire 
2. A study of the amount of supervision and in-service 
training the Workshop graduates received in their 
initial teaching experience, and its contribution to 
their success 
3. A comparison of the Underwood Workshop program to 
emergency teacher training programs at other insti-
tutions 
APPENDIX 
··'_,,··:.., ... ~-· 
! 
l 
Dear Sir: 
·.··,, ··:·.:.• 
BOSTON UNIVERSIIY 
SCHOOL. OF EDUCATION 
332 BAY STATE ROAD 
BOSTON u;, MASSACHUSETTS 
DUring the summers of 1951 and 1952 the School of Education of Boston 
University, in conjunction with the Newton School Syste~, conducted a Qradu~te 
Workshop in Elementary Education. The purpose of the course was to provide ad~ 
ditional elementary teachers to help relieve the teacher shortage. $ach summer 
a group of eighty carefully selected Liberal Arts graduates were giv.en a con.::. 
ceritri3.ted six-week course ;:i,n methods, subject matter, and pract:;tce teaching on 
the grade levels of their choice. 
~ are now interested in determining the effectiveness of this pro-
gram. You, as a Puperintendent or principal, can be of· great help ~o us by. 
rating· on the report below , who, our re:cords in:.. 
die ate, is now teaching in your system.. You? reply,· which we ask be returned 
at your e,::.1•liest convenience and for which we thank you in advance, will be 
kept strioLly confidential~ 
Sincerely yours, 
Please rate by checking SUpe- f Good No Opporttmi-
in columns to the right. age ty to Observe 
Aver- r Poor 
rior f 
tL Dependability i 
2. Teacher-Administrator Relations i 
I 
J. Planning and Organizatio~ 
4. Knowledge and Application 
of Teaching Methods 
5. Knowledge of Subject Matter ~ 
' 6. SUccess in Working with Children I 
--- .. 
-
-
7· Discipline 
' s. Ability to Adjust Instruction to • 
Individual Needs of Children 
..... m== ., 
-· 
9- Pupil Achievement 
--
- -· --- .. - -~--
10. Promise of Continued success 
a~d Imur()vement 
ll. Has this teacher's performance been satisfactory? .. 
12. In your opinion, how does this teacher compq.re 
with other beginning teachers who are graduates 
of teachers colleges and schools of education? 
Plate 1 
·-··-··· . 
,. 
-·· ~- .. - -· .. 
1-.-
'l 
-
Yesr=l No ·c::J· 
Is petter t:J· 
Is the same 0 · 
Is not as good t:l 
I 
I 
.. , 
't 
J ~ 
t? 
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MESSAGE SIDE OF POSTCARD 
Dec. 9, 1952 
Dear Colleague, 
We are endeavoring to bring our records up to 
date on the whereabouts of the Underwood Workshop 
graduates. You can help us greatly by filling out 
and returning the attached card. Your prompt re-
sponse will be greatly appreciated. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely yours, 
ALLAN ACOMB 
Principal 
Underwood School 
RETURN SIDE OF POSTCARD 
Present Teaching Position: 
Community __ ~--------------------------~--------------
School. ________________ ~------------------~------------Grades 
Name o~f-=P-r~i-n-c~i-p-al~--~---------------------------------Name of Superintendent ________________________________ __ 
Check One: 
Full-time teaching __ Part-time teaching __ Substitute 
If not teaching, what are you now doing? ____________ __ 
Your permanent address ________________________________ __ 
Your full name ________________________________________ __ 
Plate 2 
6f 
January 9, 1953 
Dear Colleague, 
We are endeavoring to bring our records up to date on the 
whereabouts of the Underwood Workshop graduates. Shortly be-
fore Christmas questionnaires were sent to them but as yet 
they have not all been returned. 
As it is possible that your card may have been lost be-
cause of the Christmas rush at the post office, we would 
appreciate it very much if you would fill in the form below 
and return it as soon as possible. 
we thank you for your cooperation. 
Return to: 
Allan Acomb, Principal 
Unaerwood School 
101 Vernon St. 
Newton Corners, Mass. 
Present Teaching Position: 
Sincerely yours, 
Allan Acomb 
Principal 
Community __________________________________________________ _ 
School ----------------------------------------------------
Grades 
Name of Principal 
Name of Superintendent 
Check One: 
FUll-time teaching ___ Part-time Substitute 
If not teaching, what are you now doing? ----------
Your permanent address ------------------------------------
Your full name 
Plate 3 
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